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I Introduction 



Judicial studies before 1979 

1 . The concept of formal, out of court, training for members of the professional 
judiciary is a very recent development in the administration of justice. 
Traditionally judges have been self-taught and have developed their skills partly 
before appointment through their practices as advocates which have brought 
them into regular contact with existing judges and their work, and partly through 
sitting as judges themselves in a part-time capacity. 

2. These methods continue to be valuable, but in recent years the need for them 
to be supplemented by more formalised methods, involving senior members of 
the judiciary and others with knowledge and experience of criminology and the 
penal system, has increasingly been recognised. 

3. The origin of recent developments has been the desire to provide more 
systematic and reliable guidance for sentencers than previously existed. In 1963 
the then Lord Chief Justice, Lord Parker, in order to assist sentencers to prepare 
for their role, introduced the first formal training arrangements applicable to the 
judiciary as a whole. In that and the following year one-day sentencing 
conferences were held in London and, in the three subsequent years, when the 
conferences were extended to two days each, provision was made in the 
programme for the inclusion of sentencing exercises. The results were then 
discussed in sessions with criminologists, psychiatrists and members of the 
Probation and After-care Service. 

4. In 1968 the Lord Chancellor’s Department took the lead in mounting a 
programme of study for judges which lasted a week. This set the pattern for 
subsequent judicial seminars which have been held annually since then and 
which, since 1972, have been organised on a residential basis. Although the 
provision of sentencing conferences and seminars continued to be the 
responsibility of the Lord Chief Justice, it was found convenient for the 
organisation and administration to be handled by the Lord Chancellor’s 
Department. In addition to the longer residential seminars for experienced 
judges, two or three one-day conferences for newly appointed Recorders and 
deputy Circuit Judges (now Assistant Recorders) were held annually between 
1972 and 1980 conducted on behalf of the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice by a Judge of the Queen’s Bench Division nominated by the Lord Chief 
Justice, and assisted by a senior Circuit Judge. 



The Bridge Working Party on Judicial Studies and Information 

5. In 1975 a Working Party on Judicial Studies and Information under the 
Chairmanship of Lord Justice Bridge, as he then was, was appointed jointly by 
the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice and the Home Secretary with the 
following terms of reference: — 

(i) to review the machinery for disseminating information about the penal 
system and matters related to the treatment of offenders; 

(ii) to review the scope and content of training, and the methods whereby it was 
provided; 

and to make recommendations. 
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6. Within these terms of reference the Working Party was invited to direct its 
attention to the following specific matters: 

(i) a survey of the wishes of sentencers and the needs they felt for training and 
information, initially to prepare them for the sentencing function, and 
subsequently to keep them in touch with developments in the penal system, 
and to provide an opportunity for dialogue between sentencers and those 
responsible for the treatment of offenders; 

(ii) a survey of the existing arrangements for training newly appointed 
members of the judiciary and providing information to them and to 
experienced judges, through sentencing conferences, visits to penal 
establishments and literature; 

(iii) the formulation of proposals for machinery both to review and to operate 
training arrangements, and to ensure the flow of information to judges; 

(iv) to review the range of information which should be made available through 
the machinery to be proposed. 

7. In July 1978 the Working Party published its Report. The main 
recommendations were that: — 

(i) the planning and presentation of judicial study programmes should be 
under the control of an appropriate organisation, to be called the Judicial 
Studies Board, the secretariat for which should be provided by the Lord 
Chancellor’s Department; 

(ii) an institutional base should be created at a university on which, though 
independent of it financially, the Judicial Studies Board would be 
dependent for certain facilities and services; 

(iii) a salaried Director of Studies should be appointed, preferably not full- 
time, whose main functions would be to advise the Judicial Studies Board, 
to work out detailed proposals on lines laid down by it, to put approved 
study proposals into operation and to deal with matters incidental to those 
tasks; 

(iv) Recorders and deputy Circuit Judges should, after appointment and before 
first sitting in the Crown Court, undertake pupillage with an experienced 
judge and should attend an initial study programme; 

(v) Recorders and deputy Circuit Judges should be remunerated and paid 
expenses during pupillage and when attending judicial study programmes 
on the same basis as when sitting; 

(vi) Presiding Judges of Circuits should make arrangements at Circuit level for 
the provision of opportunities for judges to meet and exchange ideas with 
others concerned with the penal system; 

(vii) Adequate provision should be made to supply judges with textbooks, 
works of reference and other material relevant to the function of 
sentencers. 

8. The then Lord Chancellor, Lord Elwyn-Jones, announced on 4th April 1 979 
that, after consultation with the Home Secretary and the Lord Chief Justice, he 
had accepted the main recommendations of the Report. As a first step, the Lord 
Chancellor appointed the Judicial Studies Board, whose function was described 
in the Report as being “to determine the principles on which judicial studies 
should be planned; to approve the proposed forms of study programmes; to 
observe them in operation; and to report on them periodically to the Lord 
Chancellor, Lord Chief Justice and Home Secretary” (Para. 4.7). In consultation 
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with the Lord Chief Justice and the Home Secretary the Lord Chancellor 
appointed Mr Justice Watkins VC, as he then was, to be Chairman, 
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II The Judicial Studies Board 



Constitution 

9. From the start the Judicial Studies Board has always comprised a mixed 
membership of judges, barristers, solicitors, academics, administrators and 
others with experience of the work of the criminal courts. The membership of the 
Board as at the date of this Report is shown in Appendix A. 



The Work of the Board 

10. The Board has met on 20 occasions since it was set up and has dealt with a 
variety of difficult problems and issues. This Report reviews the work of the 
Board from the time it was set up until the end of 1982. 

11. The Board can now report the following progress to date: — 

(a) the securing of the Froebel Institute, Roehampton College, as the current 
location for the judicial seminars; 

(b) the appointment of a Studies Consultant; 

(c) the development of an introductory study programme at Circuit level for 
newly-appointed Assistant Recorders, including 

(i) attachment to experienced judges; 

(ii) visits to penal institutions; 

(iii) visits to probation and after-care centres; 

(d) the appointment of Circuit Judges as Circuit Advisers, to provide liaison 
between the Circuits and the Board; 

(e) the holding annually of a number of 3 '/ 2 -4 day induction seminars (in April 
and September) for newly-appointed Assistant Recorders; 

(f) the holding annually of one or two 3y 2 -4 day refresher seminars for 
experienced judges: a greater number will be held in 1984; 

(g) the payment to newly-appointed Assistant Recorders, at the rate of one-half 
of the current daily sitting fee, in respect of attendance at an induction 
seminar, payment at the same rate for up to a maximum of five days’ 
attachment to a Circuit Judge, and also at the same rate to Recorders in 
respect of their attendance at a Refresher seminar; 

(h) the issue of a Bulletin to be distributed three times a year, free of charge, to all 
Judges, Recorders and Assistant Recorders. 

12. In addition the Board has considered the proposals of the Bridge Working 
Party with regard to the supply of text books and publications to the judiciary 
and has made recommendations to the Lord Chancellor. 

13. The Board has also considered the need to supply practical instruction to 
new Assistant Recorders concerning their role as judges and sentencers, and has 
distributed to them an aide-memoire on summing-up. It has also circulated to all 
Circuit Judges, Recorders and Assistant Recorders a comprehensive set of 
specimen directions. All these have been issued with the approval of the Lord 
Chief Justice. 
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Ill A University Base and a Director of 
Studies 



The proposals 

14. The Judicial Studies Board considered that, of the principal 
recommendations contained in the Bridge Report, decisions on those concerning 
the establishment of a university base and the appointment of a Director of 
Studies were the most pressing. 

15. The Report placed considerable importance on the need for the 
organisation of judicial studies to be university-based; this was preferred to the 
creation of a completely independent institution, which the Working Party 
rejected on financial and other grounds. The Working Party felt that to base the 
organisation on a suitable university, and to hold sentencing conferences during 
vacation periods, would make it possible to use a university law library and to 
call on other specialised facilities which it would be impossible or wasteful for the 
organisation itself to provide. It felt that part-time use could be made of 
experienced secretarial staff at times when such sentencing conferences and 
seminars were being organised. 

16. In considering the qualifications needed for the Director of Studies, the 
Working Party felt that a person who had experience of study programmes for 
senior members of professions, was an able lecturer, had a considerable 
knowledge of sentencing and other judicial problems, and had a continuing 
connection with a university department, was likely to be the most suitable 
candidate. 

17. It was considered by the Working Party essential that, so far as his work for 
the Board was concerned, the person appointed as Studies Consultant (the title 
chosen by the Board) should be answerable only to the Board, while retaining his 
existing university position. Ideally, the Studies Consultant should be a teaching 
member of the university at which the judicial studies were to be based. 

18. After considering the many factors which governed the choice of a 
university base the Board decided that Cambridge, with an Institute of 
Criminology of sufficient size to cater for the needs of the Board, and with a 
member of the staff who was an acknowledged expert on sentencing, be 
approached with a view to the Institute becoming the base of the Board’s 
activities. It also decided that, in that event, Mr David Thomas MA LLB, should 
be invited to accept the appointment of Studies Consultant. Mr Thomas was, and 
is, a Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge and a lecturer in criminology at the 
Institute of Criminology, who had previously served as a member of the Bridge 
Working Party. He is the author of standard works on sentencing. 



Financial Implications 

19. In August 1979 the Board appointed a sub-committee to study the costs of 
setting up a base at Cambridge for the work of the Board and to deal with 
associated financial matters. The sub-committee reported that, at 1979 rates, 
and allowing for inflation increasing at approximately 14% per annum, the total 
cost in 1981 of implementing the recommendations of the Working Party would 
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be somewhere near £210,000, and more in each succeeding year. Having regard 
to the fact that the Government was taking strong measures to control 
expenditure in the public sector, the Board realised that it would be sensible to 
consider an alternative to its main proposal of a university base. 

20. It was clear that there could be a substantial financial saving and other 
advantages of significance if the Board were to operate from London, with the 
Studies Consultant performing a lesser role than that envisaged by the Bridge 
Working Party. There would then be no need to provide accommodation at 
Cambridge or to provide the Consultant with a supporting team. Subject to a 
slight increase in staff, the Lord Chancellor’s Department could remain 
responsible for all matters of administration in connection both with meetings of 
the board and with the holding of study courses. On this basis Roehampton, 
which had been the venue for residential seminars from 1972 to 1979, and which 
had the benefit of local access to London prisons, could from 1981 onwards 
become the permanent centre of the Board’s activities. The sub-committee 
reported that the cost of financing the Board’s activities at Roehampton would 
be about half that of a university base. 

21. Before proceeding further to consider the implementation of the 
recommendations of the Bridge W orking Party, it was necessary for the Board to 
know whether or not the Government would approve of the Board’s activities 
becoming university based. It therefore sought the Lord Chancellor’s views. 
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IV The Lord Chancellor’s views 



The University base 

22. The Lord Chancellor took the view that, at a time when the Government 
was having to make considerable cuts in public expenditure, he could not support 
the proposals of the Working Party and the Judicial Studies Board to set up 
permanent institutional arrangements at an academic centre, and to embark on a 
programme of judicial studies which was substantially more expensive than 
existing arrangements. While he agreed that, before the judges sat in the Crown 
Court, it was desirable that they should have guidance and help from experienced 
judges, he saw value in there being concentration on the conduct of trials and 
associated matters. He had been much impressed by the content and quality of 
the conferences which had been held annually at Roehampton, and with their 
organisation and administration, and, given the success of those conferences, he 
did not feel that institutionalised arrangements at a university were justified. 

23. The Lord Chancellor accepted the recommendation of the Board that it 
should have a studies consultant, and he approved the proposal that such 
appointment be offered to Mr David Thomas. 

24. The Judicial Studies Board was asked by the Lord Chancellor to give 
careful thought to a more modest training programme which would represent the 
most practical, efficient and economic means of preparing newly appointed 
judges for their judicial role in the criminal field. It was his wish to see the 
establishment of seminars at Roehampton on a permanent basis both for 
experienced judges and for newly appointed ones, and he approved the 
alternatives which the Board had appended to its main proposal. 
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V The Studies Consultant 



The Bridge Recommendation 

25. The Bridge Working Party had envisaged that this post (which they referred 
to as Director of Studies) would be held by a suitably qualified person, based at a 
university with adequate back-up staff to help him in the role of adviser to the 
Judicial Studies Board. That role would include the working out of detailed 
proposals regarding judicial studies and of courses on lines laid down by the 
Board, putting into operation proposals approved by the Board and dealing with 
matters incidental to those tasks, including the selection of suitable academic 
participants when required. 



Implementation of the Lord Chancellor’s decision 

26. The decision that the Judicial Studies Board should not be university- 
based, and that the Lord Chancellor’s Department would undertake matters of 
administration, reduced to quite a considerable degree the role of the Studies 
Consultant, whose main function was seen to be an advisory one. In January 
1980, shortly after Mr Thomas’s appointment as Studies Consultant, his 
appointment as a member of the Judicial Studies Board was confirmed. 



The role of the Consultant 

27. It was agreed that the Studies Consultant would undertake the following 

responsibilities: — 

(a) to assist with the planning and content of courses for both newly appointed 
and experienced judges; 

(b) to attend meetings of the Judicial Studies Board and to attend and 
participate in seminars arranged for the professional judiciary; 

(c) to assist in the preparation, for the use of the professional judiciary, of such 
written material as the Judicial Studies Board might from time to time 
require. 

Since the responsibilities were agreed, the Studies Consultant has also assumed 

the responsibility for advising on the content of the Bulletin. 
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VI Roehampton as a base 



The Froebel Institute, Grove House, Roehampton 

28. Annual residential judicial seminars had been held at the College since 
1973, and the facilities, including opportunities for smaller group discussions, 
which it was able to offer were therefore well known to the Board and to the Lord 
Chancellor’s Department. Its proximity to London prisons and other penal 
establishments made the organisation of prison visits cheaper and less difficult 
than from a provincial centre. There were other important advantages: — 

(a) the College was able to guarantee exclusive use, both in respect of 
accommodation and dining facilities, without requiring a penalty for 
unoccupied rooms; 

(b) use could be made of a modem lecture room in the Music Block which could 
seat 80 people; 

(c) there was an additional large lecture hall, fully equipped with modern 
methods of film projection and other visual aids for instruction; 

(d) the necessary degree of security could be provided. 

29. The Froebel Institute was able to assure the Board that it would be able to 
accommodate two induction courses for newly appointed Assistant Recorders 
and one course for experienced judges annually during the Easter and long 
vacations. 

30. The Board has a small standing Sub-Committee drawn from its members to 
consider the content of the courses to be held. In accordance with the wishes of 
the Lord Chancellor, in the induction courses for new Assistant Recorders 
emphasis is placed on the conduct of a trial, directions to the jury, summing-up 
etc, as well as on information relevant to the problems of sentencing. 
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VII The development of an Introductory 
Programme 



Aims and objects 

31. The Judicial Studies Board fully accepted the view expressed in Para. 3.17. 
of the Bridge Report that the most important objectives of any study programme 
must be the strictly practical ones of seeking to convey, in condensed form, the 
lessons which experienced judges had acquired from their own experience, 
together with a working knowledge of the realities of the penal system. The 
Board has, therefore, with the active co-operation of the Presiding Judges of 
Circuits, set about the development of an introductory programme for newly 
appointed deputy Circuit judges (now Assistant Recorders) whose backgrounds 
and relevant experience can vary widely. The programme consists of three 
elements: 

(a) attachment to an experienced judge; 

(b) visits to penal institutions; 

(c) meetings with representatives of the Probation and After-care Service. 

Ideally, this programme is completed by the new Assistant Recorder before he 
attends the induction conference at Roehampton. 

Attachment to experienced Judges 

32. The Board considers it essential that any newly appointed Assistant 
Recorder should obtain experience in the conduct of trials, as seen from the 
Bench, before sitting judicially. In order to gain this experience the Board 
recommended to the Lord Chancellor, who agreed, that each new Assistant 
Recorder should spend some time “attached” to an experienced Circuit Judge. 
Although the experience of new Assistant Recorders can vary from those who 
have extensive experience of the criminal law, to those whose work has been in 
other spheres and who may not have actively practised in criminal cases, the 
Board considered that everyone appointed, no matter how experienced in 
criminal work he might be, would benefit from at least one day’s attachment; 
those with little or no experience of criminal litigation might gain from up to ten 
days’ attachment or even more; the majority would probably need about five 
days. 

33. The Presiding Judges of Circuits are responsible for deciding how many 
days each new Assistant Recorder spends with a Circuit Judge. The purpose of 
pupillage is primarily to give the new Assistant Recorder an insight into the 
problems of conducting a trial. The Circuit Judge to whom he is attached is asked 
to arrange for him to see all the papers in the cases and to discuss with him all 
matters which may arise during the course of the day. The Board considers that 
the most suitable experience during the attachment is a mixture of pleas and short 
contested cases. 

34. It is the responsibility of Presiding Judges of Circuits: — 

(a) to assess, in consultation where necessary with other members of the 
judiciary, how many days’ attachment each Assistant Recorder should 
complete; 
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(b) to decide to which Circuit Judge or Judges each Assistant Recorder should be 
attached; 

(c) to ensure, in consultation with the Lord Chancellor’s Department, that each 
Assistant Recorder completes the required period of attachment, carries out 
his programme of visits to penal institutions, and attends the Roehampton 
Conference before being permitted to sit judicially. 



Visits to Penal Institutions 

35. Presiding Judges of Circuits have been advised by the Lord Chancellor, 
who agrees with this, that in the view of the Judicial Studies Board no newly 
appointed Assistant Recorder should sit judicially until he has visited at least two 
penal institutions, one of which should be the local prison receiving offenders on 
whom he will be imposing custodial sentences, and the other a Borstal or other 
young offenders’ establishment. 

36. Circuit Administrators have been asked to make administrative 
arrangements for these visits (preferably by parties of three or four) directly with 
the governors and wardens of institutions, who have been asked to give all 
possible assistance to the Circuit Administrators in making the proposed 
arrangements. The aim is to make the visits as informative as possible, so that 
those visiting not only see the working of the establishment and its regime but 
have an opportunity to discuss its aims and limitations with the governors, prison 
officers and other members of the staff. 

The Probation and After-Care Service 

37. The Judicial Studies Board considers that newly-appointed Assistant 
Recorders should be aware of the range of facilities which exist in the area where 
they sit for dealing with suitable offenders in the community. These include the 
arrangements which are made in support of probation orders, probation hostels, 
community service and other probation-based schemes, and the work of the 
Probation and After-care Service generally, including the preparation of social 
enquiry reports. 

38. Circuit Administrators have been asked to arrange a programme in co- 
operation with the appropriate Chief Probation Officer for each probation area 
concerned. The Board recognises that arrangements will vary from Circuit to 
Circuit, but feels that it should nevertheless be possible for the Chief Probation 
Officer to meet new Assistant Recorders in order to inform them of the work of 
the Probation and After-care Service, and to give them an opportunity for 
discussing this with him. 

39. The Board intends to keep in touch with the development of these 
arrangements, but in the first instance must look to Circuit Administrators to 
initiate them, acting in close co-operation with the Chief Probation Officer for 
each probation area concerned. 



Circuit Advisers 

40. The Judicial Studies Board recognises the importance of having close 
liaison between it and the Circuits, and at its request Presiding Judges have 
appointed Circuit Judges (known as Circuit Advisers) to provide a liaison 
between the Circuits and the Board, and who are invited from time to time to 
meet with the Board and to Induction Seminars. 
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VIII Residential Seminars 



Induction Courses 

41. Newly appointed Assistant Recorders attend Induction Courses which 
have been held at Roehampton during the Easter vacation and September 
annually. Each course, which is normally of 3 l / 2 days’ duration, is attended by 
about 40 new appointees. The course programme concentrates upon the conduct 
of a trial, summing-up and the principles of sentencing. Those attending are 
required to participate in sentencing exercises which are designed to indicate 
modern sentencing trends. 



Refresher Seminars 

42. About 80 experienced Circuit Judges and Recorders attend a Refresher 
Seminar which has been held at Roehampton annually in September (in 1982 
Judges also attended from USA, Australia, Hong Kong, Scotland and Northern 
Ireland). Here again modern sentencing trends form a major part of the 
programme and there is detailed analysis of recent decisions of the Court of 
Appeal (Criminal Division). There is considerable emphasis on syndicate 
discussion and general debate when other subjects recognised as providing 
particular problems for the judiciary are also discussed, eg. the mentally 
abnormal offender, drug addiction, etc. 
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IX Information for the Judiciary 



Text books and other publications 

43. Appendix E to the Bridge Report listed the textbooks and other works of 
reference supplied to judges and Recorders on appointment and noted the fact 
that no publications were supplied to deputy Circuit Judges (now Assistant 
Recorders). The Report recommended that: — 

(a) text books and other publications relevant to the work of the Crown Court 
should be supplied to Circuit Judges on request, on the same basis as existed 
with requests by High Court Judges; 

(b) books and publications presently supplied to Recorders should also be 
supplied to deputy Circuit Judges (now Assistant Recorders), and that a list 
of such works should be kept under review by the Judicial Studies Board, 
which should recommend any additions it considered appropriate; 

(c) certain essential works of reference should be available in each judge’s 
retiring room at every building where the Crown Court sat. 

44. Responsibility for the provision of textbooks to members of the judiciary is 
that of the Lord Chancellor’s Department which we know is reviewing the whole 
subject in the light inter alia of the recommendations of the Bridge Report. 



A periodic judicial Bulletin 

45. The Board shares the views expressed by the Bridge Working Party with 
regard to the need to keep all Crown Court judges abreast of developments 
affecting criminal law and practice, particularly in the field of sentencing. The 
Board has decided to issue, three times a year, a Bulletin as one of the means of 
providing those judges with convenient access to information about their work 
and of keeping up to date specimen directions and other guidance material issued 
from time to time by the Board with the approval of the Lord Chief Justice. (See 
para. 13 above). A pilot edition was produced in August 1982 and the first full 
edition was in the course of preparation at the end of the year with a view to 
publication early in 1983. 
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X Conclusion 



46. Having described in detail the recommendations of the Bridge Working 
Party and the extent to which they have been implemented, we set out in 
Appendix B the recommendations in summary form, as contained in Chapter 8 
of the Bridge Report, with a note showing the extent to which each has been 
implemented. 

47 . Judicial training has now become firmly established and, after some initial 
doubts, is generally accepted as performing an essential part of the equipment of 
all members of the judiciary. The only serious inhibition is finance. On this, the 
judicial system has been very fortunate in that many serving judges and other 
experts have been prepared to devote considerable time and effort to training 
newly appointed Assistant Recorders, and to co-operating with experienced 
judges in the running of refresher courses at Roehampton. The Board is grateful 
lor all the help that has been provided in this way, and welcomes it as providing 
the main source of judicial studies. 

48 . The Board intends to publish further reports on its work from time to time, 
whenever progress in judicial studies makes this desirable. 

Judicial Studies Board 
Neville House 
Page Street 
London SW1 

March 1983 
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Appendix A 

(See Para. 9) 

THE JUDICIAL STUDIES BOARD — MEMBERSHIP 

The Honourable Mr Justice Webster (Chairman) 

The Honourable Mr Justice Skinner 
His Honour Judge West-Russell 
His Honour Judge Herrod QC 
Master D R Thompson CB QC 
John Marriage Esq QC 
W Bohan Esq 
T S Legg Esq 

Professor Norman Jepson BA PhD 
Roger Hood Esq BSc PhD 
Mrs Phoebe David JP 

David Thomas Esq MA LLB (Studies Consultant) 

Secretary: M D Huebner Esq 

Lord Chancellor’s Department. 
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Appendix B 

(See para. 46) 



Implementation of the Bridge Report 



This table shows the extent to which the recommendations of the Bridge 
Working Party, as summarised in Chapter 8 of their Report, have been 
implemented. 



Recommendation 


Paragraph 
number in 
the Bridge 
Report 


How far 
implemented 


Paragraph number 
in this Report 
where the 
recommendation 
is dealt with 


1. Judicial Study 
programmes should 
embrace other aspects 
of the judicial conduct 
of criminal trials than 
sentencing. 


8.3(i) 


Implemented 


11,13,30-38 


2. A Judicial Studies 
Board should be set 
up. 


8.4(i) 


Implemented 


8-13 


3. A salaried 
Director of Studies 
should be appointed, 
preferably not full- 
time. 


8.4(H) 


Implemented 


16-18,23,26 


4. The Board’s 
institutional base 
should be at a 
university. 


8.4(iii) 


Not 

implemented 


14-15,18-22 


5. Newly-appointed 
Judges should be 
required to attend an 
initial study pro- 
gramme. For 
experienced judges this 
should be for one week, 
for inexperienced ones 
it should be for two. 


8.5(i) 


Implemented, 
but 3 y 2 - 4 
days substituted 
for all. 


41 
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Recommendation 


Paragraph 
number in 
the Bridge 
Report 


How far 
implemented 


Paragraph number 
in this Report 
where the 
recommendation 
is dealt with 


6. Judges should 
attend continuation 
study programmes of 
not more than one 
week, initially about 
two years after first 
appointment and there- 
after about every five 
years. 


8.5(ii) 


Being 

implemented 


42 


7. Newly-appointed 
judges should under- 
take a week’s pupillage 
with an experienced 
judge 


8.5(iii) 


Implemented. 
The period is 
usually one 
week, but it 
may sometimes 
be more or 
less. 


32-33 


8. Recorders and 
(now) Assistant 
Recorders should be 
remunerated and paid 
expenses during 
judicial study pro- 
grammes and during 
pupillage on the same 
basis as when sitting. 


8.5(iv) 


Implemented 
in part. They 
are paid 
expenses, but 
are remuner- 
ated at half 
the sitting 
rates. 


IHg) 


9. New Recorders 
should be given credit 
against their annual 
sitting requirement, 
for time spent on 
judicial conferences. 


8.5(v) 


Implemented 

for newly- 

appointed 

Assistant 

Recorders 

(induction 

conferences) 

and for 

Recorders 

(refresher 

conferences) 




10. Arrangements 
should be made at 


8.6 


Being 

Considered 





Circuit level for judges 
to be able to meet and 
exchange ideas with 
academics and those 
concerned with the 
penal system. 
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Recommendation Paragraph How far 

number in implemented 

the Bridge 

Report 



1 1 . Circuit inter- 


8.6 


Being 


disciplinary 
Conferences on 
specific topics should 
be held annually by 
Presiding Judges. 




Considered 


12. Supply of text 


8.7 


Being 


books 




considered 


13. A bulletin should 
be published for the 
information of 
sentencers. 


8.7(iv) 


Implemented 
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Paragraph number 
in this Report 
where the 
recommendation 
is dealt with 



43,44 



45 
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